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RECENT CASE NOTES 283 

[1899] 1 Ch. 781. Minnesota was competent, as regards international jurisdic- 
tion, to impose a statutory liability upon the stockholders of a Minnesota cor- 
poration. Whether it had exercised that power with respect to a particular 
corporation was purely a question of internal law. A decision on that point 
by the local courts should be free from collateral attack everywhere. In 
reaching the result that the order of the Minnesota court was entitled to 
full faith and credit in North Dakota the Supreme Court did not base its 
conclusion upon the distinction suggested above, although much of the rea- 
soning of the court is in accord with such distinction. The decision rests 
nominally upon the ground that it was not the intention of the constitutional 
provision of Minnesota to affect the jurisdiction of the state courts. Applying 
the test laid down in Fauntleroy v. Lum (1908) 210 U. S. 230, 28 Sup. Ct. 641, 
the court regarded the provision as going to the duty of the court and not to 
its power. The question, from this point of view, is one of construction 
which, when its affects a court of general jurisdiction, will be resolved in 
favor of jurisdiction. In view of the fact that the constitutional provision 
did not deal expressly with the jurisdiction of courts, but with the liability of 
stockholders, and the further fact that the order in question was made by a 
court of general jurisdiction in connection with proceedings for sequestration, 
the case would seem to fall reasonably within the rule just stated. 

Constitutional Law— Full Faith and Credit— Suit in Illinois on Ala- 
bama Judgment for Wrongful Death— The defendants by their acts in 
Alabama had caused the death in that state of the plaintiff's intestate. The 
plaintiff obtained judgment in Alabama under the wrongful death statute of 
that state. Thereafter the plaintiff brought the present action in Illinois, basing 
his claim on the Alabama judgment. An Illinois statute provided that "no 
action shall be brought or prosecuted in this state to recover for damages for 
a death occurring outside of this state." Held, that the Illinois court had no 
jurisdiction over the plaintiff's action, and that the statute so construed did not 
violate the "full faith and credit" clause of the U. S. Constitution. Kenney 
v. Supreme Lodge, etc., Loyal Order of Moose (1918, 111.) 120 N. E. 631. 

See Comments, p. 264. 



Constitutional Law— Public Lands— Power of United States to Exempt 
Homesteads from Attachment for Prior Debts.— In August 1912 the United 
States under the provisions of the federal statute as to granting homesteads 
conveyed land in Idaho to the plaintiff in fee simple. Under the terms of this 
statute land so acquired was not to "become liable to the satisfaction of any 
debt" of the grantee "contracted prior to the issuing of the patent therefor." 
U. S. Rev. St sec. 2296. A creditor whose claim against the plaintiff accrued 
before the conveyance brought suits attaching the land and, after judgment, 
levied executions on the same. The plaintiff then brought the present proceed- 
ing to have the liens declared invalid. Held, that the limitations of the Act of 
Congress were valid and the land therefore was exempt from the creditor's 
claims. Holmes, J., dubitans. Ruddy v. Rossi (Dec. 9, 1918) U. S. Sup. Ct. 
Oct. Term, No. 17. 

This case decides for the first time, so far as the Supreme Court is con- 
cerned, the validity of the federal statute concerned. The decision follows the 
current of authority in the state courts and the lower federal courts. See 
annotations in U. S. Comp. St., 1916, p. 5370, note 2. It settles a constitutional 
question of great theoretical interest as well as of practical importance. Has 
the federal government the power to determine that land in a state, after it 
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has ceased to be government property, shall not be subject to the state laws 
regulating ownership, at least as far as the effects of the original grant by the 
United States are concerned? Is the federal statute, as Mr. Justice Holmes 
describes it, "a pure attempt [by the United States] to regulate the alienability 
of land in Idaho by [federal] law, without regard to the will of Idaho?" Note 
that the federal government retains no interest in the land — "there is no condi- 
tion, no reserved right of entry, no reversion in the United States." "Owner- 
ship" of property is of course a complex legal interest, i. e, a complex aggregate 
of jural relations — rights, privileges, powers and immunities. When one pri- 
vate person "transfers" real property to another what happens, from a legal 
point of view, is that the complex legal interest of the grantor is divested and 
the grantee is invested with a more or less similar aggregate of jural relations. 
How similar depends partly upon the words used in the deed, but also 
partly upon the legal effects attached to those words by the law of the jurisdic- 
tion in which the land is situated. In final analysis, therefore, it is the law 
which determines just what rights, etc., the new "owner" acquires. In the case 
in hand, the land in question was, before the patent was issued, under the juris- 
diction of the federal government; after it became private property it passed 
under the jurisdiction of the State of Idaho, so that the legal effects of all sub- 
sequent transfers of ownership would be determined by the law of that state. 
The real question, therefore, seems to be this : may the United States in exer- 
cising its constitutional power to dispose of lands belonging to it — a power 
expressly granted by the Constitution — determine the legal effects of its own 
instrument of transfer and so the exact scope of the rights, privileges, powers 
and immunities which vest in the person to whom the patent is issued — all 
without reserving to the United States any interest in the property? In spite 
of the doubts of Mr. Justice Holmes, the majority of the court say that it 
may, on the ground that such a power is "necessary and proper" for the 
effective exercise of its undoubted power to dispose of the property in question. 
The result is that those who acquire homesteads from the United States have 
as a part of their complex legal interests — their "ownership" in fee simple — 
immunities which other owners in fee do not have from the claims of a certain 
class of creditors. 



Copyrights — Royalties — Liability of Sub-Assignee to Original Licensor. — 
The plaintiff, owner of a copyright, assigned it to P, who undertook to pay a 
royalty. P later became insolvent, and his receiver sold all the assets to the 
defendant, the latter taking an assignment of the copyright and agreeing to 
pay the royalty. The plaintiff sued this second assignee for royalties, claim- 
ing as beneficiary of the latter's contract with the receiver and also by virtue 
of a vendor's lien on the copyright. Held, that he could not under English law 
maintain suit as beneficiary of the contract, and that there was no lien in the 
absence of any words in the original assignment to P indicating any such 
intention. Barker v. Stickney (1918, K. B.) 119 L. T. Rep. 73. 

See Comments, p. 259. 



Criminal Law — Robbery — Administration of Drug as "Force." — The 
defendant administered a drug to the person in charge of a saloon in order to 
produce unconsciousness, and while the victim was in that state took money 
from the cash register. The state statute defining robbery required the unlaw- 
ful taking of the property to be "by means of force or violence or fear" but 
added that "the degree of force is immaterial." Held, that the defendant was 
guilty of robbery. State v. Snyder (1918, Nev.) 172 Pac. 364. 



